fact  that Jenkins  alone was suspended without pay and suffered a financial
detriment because of his protected activity.     Such a result  cannot be
squared with the broad scope of protection afforded by  section 105(c)(l)  of
the Mine Act.     Cf_.   Sioux Products,  Inc.  v. NLRB,   684 F.2d 1251,  1257-59
(7th Cir,  1982) (the discharge of  only a union supporter because of unrest
stemming from protected activities held  to be discriminatory).     Accordingly,
we reverse and remand so that the judge may make an appropriate back pay
award.

Jenkins*  other assertions of error

Jenkins*  other assertions of error  lack merit and  do not  require
extended comment.     Jenkins argues that the judge erred  in refusing  to
allow amendment of  the discrimination complaint  to Include the  acts  of
harassment against him in July and August 1981.     The judge nevertheless
allowed the introduction of evidence on this  subject,   and thus afforded
Jenkins the opportunity to be heard on these  issues.     The judge  found
that the operator had not been involved  in these acts,   and had  taken steps
to stop them.    These findings are supported by substantial evidence and we
affirm them.    We have reviewed Jenkins'  remaining  evidentiary  objections,
and conclude that the judge committed no  legal error or abuse  of discretion
in his evidentiary rulings.

III.

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the judge in all respects
except for his conclusion that the suspension without pay did not
violate the Mine Act. On that Issue, we reverse and remand so that
the judge may make an appropriate and expeditious back pay award.

Rosemary M.'Collyer, Chairman

Glair Nelson', Commissioner

1852owever,  If miners could be
